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A study sought to determine whether differences in opinion exist between school
adminiitration arid teachers in six New Mexico school districts concerning (1) the
degree of importance they attribute to certain areas of school policy formulation and
decision making, (2) school policy areas which should involve teachers, and (3)
methods teachers should employ to obtain their goals. Officers of NEA and AFT
affiliates, along with school board members d higher echelon administrators, were
given a three-part questionnaire. The responses were analyzed for significant
differences by one-way analysis of variance. Results show salient differences in
opinion between teachers and administrators regarding the importance of policies to
determine teacher workloads, select instructional materials, evaluate buildings and
facilities, determine extra duties for teachers, and plan staff meetings. Disagreement
existed over whether teachers should be involved in determining qualifications for
administrators, size of administrative staffs, promotion and retention of
administrators, promotion and retention of instructional staff, and professional leave
practices. Disagreement was also expressed over methods teachers should use to
obtain their goals. Sam_ples of the data collection instrument and statistical analyses
tables.are appended. (TT)
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Salient Areas of Conflict,Between Administration and
Teachers in a Minimally Industrialized Area

John J. Seaberg,'Jr. And Paul G. Liberty, Jr.

Southwestern Cooperative, Educational Laboratory, Inc.
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87106

The demand by organized teachers to increasingly participate in the

formulation of school district policies which concern them is one of the

most salient problems confrOnting American education today. LOcal boards

of education and administrators appear confused concerning what teachers

really want and seem even more confuked by the power play which militant

. teacher organizations have initiated41. Although it has been assumed that

organized teacher groups desire to negotiate colledtively on salaries and

conditions of employment, very little work has been done to identify what

teachers really consider to be the important policy areas requiring their

participation and in determining the essential areas of disagreement in policy

formulation between administration and teacher organizations. The present

effort cm concerned with inVestigating the range of. views of administration

and teacher organizations in a.minimaily industrialized region on selected

school matters and noting thode areai where teachers and administration are

in apparent conflict. The.particulär questions posed by this paper are:

(1) What differences in opinion, if any, exist between school adminis-

tration and teachers in the degree di importance they attribute to certain

areas of School district policy formdlation and dicision-making?

(2) Whit differences of opinion, if any, exist between school adminis-

tration and teachers in regard to school district policy areas which should

involve teachers?
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(3) Is there a difference in,opinion between school administration and

teachers concerning.the methods teacheri should employ to obtaiii their goals?

Methodology

The study was limited to analyzing in a minimally industrialized state,

the nature of the school administration-teacher organizations conflict in local

school districts having both National Education Association (NE4) and the

Americanyederation of Teachers (AFT) iffiliates. Although teacher militancy

has not reached the proportions in minimally industrialized areas that is

observable in highly industrialized states, such militancy is developing and,

in all likelihood, will be increasing. : By .limiting, the investigation to a

single region, certain potentially influencing variables (such as presence or

absence of labor unions, varying amounts of local monies available for educa-

tion, differenCes in administrator and teacher certification, and degrees of

cohesiveness of teachers' organizations) were held relatively constant.

,Six public.school districts in the State of New Mexico had both NEA and

AFT affiliates, and these six district* comprise the.teacher organizations,

,samole. The decision to use local NEA And AFT affiliates officers and ex-

officers in each.of the sample'distriets rather .than the run-of-the-mill.

membership was prompted by 'the belief that officers had most cleirly inter-

nalized the values of their organization and would be responding on this basis.

In the same districts, the upper echelon of the local school administra-

tion (superintendent, assistata superintendent, and business manager) plus

members of the local board of education were selectqd as the Administration

"malt.

A three-pert Likert-type questionnaire was developed. Part One, composed

of 44 items, used a four-point scale ranging from "little or no importance" to
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IIvery important" to determine the.subject's estimate of the importance of

selected areas of school district policy-miking. Part Two, using the same

44 items from Part One, utilized a 4-point scale from "never" to "always" to

.determine the degree to which the respondent believes teachers should be

involved in decision-making. Part Three asked about the methods teachers

should ejLa,141 to .obtain their goals of involvement in certain school district

policy decisions. The choices in Part.Three were: (1) None, (2) Informal

Teacher-Administrator Contacts, (3) Professional Negotiations Only, (4)

Collective Bargaining Only, (5) Sanction When Professional Negotiations

Have' Failed, and (6) Strikes When Collective Bargaining has Failed.

Analyses were made from the 90 completed questionnaires received, which
-4

represented a 627 questionnaire return. One-way analysis of variance was

used to investigate whether significant differences existed between the groups

on each of the 44 items Of the questionnaire., Kendall's Coefficient of Con-

cordance was used to assess the similarity of the three groups 1 rankings for

Part Three of the questionnaire.

Findings and Implications

Analyses of.the questionnaire's broad area.of school district policy

formulation are used to report the investigations findings and to point out the

implications for education. Implications are made in relation to the extent of

the study's sample, therefore, inferences probably are applicable to areas of

the United States which are not heavily induttrialized and not proximate to

strongly unionized organizations. Selected sources from the literature are

used to support the inferences in some instances. Samples of the data collec-

tion instrument and partial results are contained in the Appendix.



4

Collective agptiations

A significant difference among NEA affiliate officers, AFT affiliate

officers and administration was noted for thirteen of the forty-four question-

naire items regarding the importance of certain school district policies.

Both teacher groups agreed'on district policy importance; the salient differ-

ences occurred between teachers and administration. Highly significant

differences between administration and.both teacher groups were discerned in

the importance of policies fo determine teacher work load, select instruc-

tional materials, evaluate existing buildings and facilitieS provided for

the instructional programs, determine extra duties for teachers and determine

the length, content and number of instructional staff meetings.

Significant differences among the groups were discerned for thirty of

the forty-four items on determining the degree of involvement teachers or

their local affiliate representatives should have in district policy formula-

tion'and decision-making. With this issue, also, there was general agreement

between the teacher groups -- the oUtstanding differences occurred between

teachers and administration. Divergent views between administration and

teachers were noted in policies to: determine qualifications for applicants
6

for administrative staff positions, determine the promotion'and retention of

instructional personnel, select and recommend instructional personnel, deter-

mine the size of the administrative staff, determine the responsibilities of

the administrative staff, determine extra duties for teachers, determine profes-

sional leave practices and determine the promotion and retention of administra-

tive personnel. In these policy formulation areas, NEA and AFT affiliate

officers believed teachers should be involved in the decisions to a greater

extent than did administration.
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According to the findings there is little disagreement between the two

teacher organizations on such items as the importance of such issues as, the

degree of teacher participation in decisions and the method which should be

used to accomplish teacher involvement in the decisions. Despite some differ-

. ences in stated purposes the two organizations have remarkably close interests

and attitudes.

112111ersonnel

Responses to questionnaire items regarding practices, of pupil control,

student graduation requirements, standards for student dress and conduct and

grade reporting practices indicated general agreement among the three groups

concerning importance of policy, degree of teacher involvement, and the method

teachers and/or their local affiliate representatives should use to be involved

in these decisions. The method preferred by all three groups was informal

teacher-administrator contacts.

Teachers and administration seem interested, primarily in their own

welfare and are content to resolve pupil personnel issues on an informal basis.

One gets the impression that students are rewarded if they accept school

regulations and programs but f they seek innovations or unestablished consid-

erations they are viewed as troublemakers. Pupil personnel, per se, is not a

major concern of the NEA,2 Although pupil personnel is an issue of the AFT,3

it apparently does not have the same importance as teacher welfare. Such an

attitude is viewed as alarming when educational programs for minority groups

are considered.

As pointed out by Ulibarri, teachers fail to discern most of the socio-

cultural differences that impinge on the education of the children from varying

ethnic groups. Many teachers do not understand the concepts of socio-cultural
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codsiderations for the education of minority children or are unable to analyze

the situations in terms of the concepts.4 Study responses indicated that the

same may be said of administration.

!

Professional Staff Personnel -- Teachers

A great deal of conflict was indicated within the educational enterprise

with regard to school district policies concerning the qualification, selection,

supervision, promotion, retention and recommendation of instructional personnel.

Mean responses indicated Xhat both ,teacher groups desired to participate in

these decisions to a much greater degree than administration believed they should.

\

Generally, AFT affiliate officers preferred a greater degree of teacher partic-

ipation in the decisions than did their NEA counterparts and they had fewer items

on which a significant difference was noted when Part One and Part Two of the

questionnatre were compared. Moreover, the response standard deviations for

tae AFT officers were smaller than those of the other two groups indicating

a

greater similarity between AFT officers than between NEA officers. Considerable

codflict'was also noted regarding the method teachers should use to be involved

in professional staff decisions: For the most part, administration preferred

informal teacher=administratoi contracts whereas NEA and AFT affiliate officers

desired collective negotiation procedures or sanctions and strike's.

Teachers often are.criticized because they do not police their own ranks.

They traditionally have preferred the principle of seniority to any system of

relating rewards to qualitative assessment of performance.5 Questionnaire,

. .

reiiponses showed AFT and NEA affiliate officers as definitely desiiing a voice

in qualifying, selecting, supervising, promoting, retaining and recommending

i

the instructional staff. Results suggest that teachers desire to utilize the
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hospital organizational model whereby wide areas of decision-making are beyond

the determination of administrators and are governed by the professional staff.

Responses of administration, on the other hand indicated a desire for continued

tontrol of these decisions through little or no teacher participation or infor-

mal teacher-administrator contacts. The smaller response standard deviations

of the AFT affiliite officers indicates greater homogeneity and cohesiveness

than for NEA affiliate officers.. This 'pattern portends potentiil active con-

flict between AFT affiliate officers and administration.

Since teachers preferred collective negotiations and administration

favored informal teacher-administrator contacts as a means of involving

teachers in professional staff decisions, implications for the preparation

of school administrators were discerned. Inclusion of conflict resolution

training along the lines of the model utilized by industry certainly seems

to be in order for school administrator training programs.

Professional Stiff Administration

The statistical analyses for these questionnaire items indicated serious

conflict between teachers and administration regarding the degree of teachers

involvement in sthr)ol policies in determining the qualifications, selection,

responsibilities, retention, promotion, recommendation and size of the adminis-

trative staff. Mean responses showed that both teacher groups desired to partic-

ipate in these decisions to a much greater degree than administration believed

they should. Evidence of marked conflict also was noted regarding the method

teachers should use to be involved in these decisions. Administration felt

teachers should not be involved in these decisions whereas NEA and AFT affiliate

officers preferred Collective negotiation procedures as the method of teacher

participation.
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Administration strongly believes that teachers should not be involved

in decisions regarding the administrative staff. If teacher organizations

are successful in winning local collective negotiation agreements, one can

Imagine that they could use policies related to administrative staff personnel

as a lever at the bargainirig table to win greater teacher participation in

instructional staff decisions. Teachers might then operationalize policing of

their ranks by electing colleagues, whose-competence is accepted by their peers,

to participate in district decisions concerning the instructional staff.

Part Two of the questionnaire also yielded the interest,ing news that

N\
teachers question the competence of administrators to exercise supervisory

\

authority but they felt themselves qualified to be involved with selecting,

N
recommending, promoting, and retaining administrative personnel.

School Plant

Although considerable agreement was noted regarding the importance of

school plant policies to chart the building program and determine building

maintenance practices, a conflict wis discerned concerning evaluation of exist-

ing buildings and facilities provided for instructional programs. Mean respon-

ses indicated that both teacher groups.believed policies for this purpose to

be more important than did administration.

Administration and'NEA affiliate officers agreed regarding the degree

to which teachers should be involved in planning the building program and

determining building maintenance practices. AFT affiliate officers, however,

preferred that teachers have a greater voice in these decisions: Considerable

conflict also was noted regarding the method teachers should use to be involved

in school plant decisions. Generally, administration and NEA affiliate officers

-
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preferred informal teacher-administrator contacts while affiliate officers of

the AFT favored collective negotiation procedures.

Teachers view echool plant decisions as conditions of employment, in

terms of their desire to teach in the best possible physical facilities, and

in terms of curriculum wheieas administration views school plant matters from

a purely physical standpoint, such as an appropriate square footage for X class-

rooms, Y teachers, and Z students. Conflict among the groups regarding school

plant decisions was.another-indication that greater disagreement existed bet-

ween AFT affiliate officers and AdMinistration than between officers of NEA

affiliates and Administration.

District Finance and Business.'4Anagement

Conflict was discerned between administration and teachers concerning

1-he degree to which teachers should be involved in district finance and busi-

ness management decisions. Included in this classification were policies

regarding the basis and levels of the salary schedule, terms of contracts,

planning of the budget, compensation, for extra duties, non professional out-

side employment practices, district pay procedures, and financial needs and

expenditure plans (other than'salaries). Salient differences between teachers

and administration were noted when the groups considered the method teachers

should use to be involved'in district financial decisions. Administration

preferred informal teacher-administration contacts but teacher affiliate

officers favored collective negotiations or strikes-and sanctions.

It is reasonable to think that teachers desire status in'the community,

a respectable standard of living, and an opportunity to shape career plans,

if so, money is essential if these desires are to be realized.
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In this minimally industrialized state the majority of the support for

local schools is appropriated by the state legislature forcing the local school

administration into a precarious position. Many agencies must be supported by

State revenue and education is only one of many organizations competing for

.such monies.. Moreover, the minimal local support levy is governed by statute.

Administration's dilemma is financing the ongoing organization while satisfy-

ing the salary demands of the'professional staff.

During legislative sessions NEA and AFT affiliate representatives and

administration present separate educatiOnal program and financial proposals.

Each organization works assidUously for.approval of its proposals, and violently

opposes the recommendations of the other educational groups. The legislature,

not surprisingly, seizes this opportunity to astutely maneuver these factions

intO an intra-educational battle while it allocates funds as it pleases with

minimal effective pressures and few constructive recommendations from edu-

cation.

Summary

The purpose of the study was to investigate the nature of the conflict,

within the educational enterprise, between administration and teacher organi-

zations in policy formulation and decision-making in a minimally industrialized

. state. To find answers.to the study's questions, a forty-four item question-

naire was developed and local districts having both NEA and AFT affiliates were

selected as the study's sample.

With regard to the importance of having specific, written school district

policies, a significant difference among the three groups was noted for thirteen

of the forty-four selected policy questionnaire items. Both teacher groups
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were in agreement on the importance of those school district policy items

selected for study. The salient differences occurred between teachers and

administration in school district policies to: (1) determine teacher work

.load, (2) Select instructional materials, (3) evaluate existing buildings and

facilities for the instruciional program, (4) determine extra duties for teach-

ers, and (5) determine the length, content and number of instructional staff

meetings.

Significant differences among the groups were discerned for thirty of

the forty-four items when determining the degree of involvement for teachers

or their local affiliate repkesentativei in district policy formulation and

decision-making. With this issue, also, there was general agreement between

the teacher groups -- the salient differences occurred between teachers and

administration. Divergent views between administration and teachers were noted

in policies to: (1) determine qualifications for applicants for administrative

stafi positions, (2) determine the promotion and retention of instructional per-

sonnel, (3) determine the size of the administrative staff, (4) determine the

responsibilities of the administrative staff, (5) determine extra duties

teachers, (6) determine profesaional leave practices, and (7) determine the

promotion and retention of .administrative personnel.

Marked differences Were noted between the teacher grotips and administra-

tion in the methods they believed teachers should use to accomplish their goals.

The areas of professional personnel, district finance, and business management

stand out. Administration responses on these issues ranged from none to infor-

mal teacher-administrator contacts whereas teacher responses ranged from collec-

tive negotiations to strikes and sanctions.
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The study's findings point out definite implications for education in

the areas of group coalitions regarding educational issues, student personnel

policies, policing of their ranks by teachers and the preparation of school

administrators.

Recommendations

1. Teachers should be given the opportunity to police their own ranks

by electing colleagues, whos-e competence is accepted by their peers, to partic-

ipate in qualifying, selecting, supervising, promoting, retaining, and recom-

mending the local instructional staff.

2. The AFT and NEA affiliates should form a coalition and vigorously

support local issues which would improve the educational enterprise.

3. Institutions which prepare school administrators should utilize the

behavioral science approach to school administration with a portion of the sem-

inar'instruction and field experiences devoted to collective negotiations.

4. Student personnel policies should be incorporated into collective

negotiation agreements to help insure that all students receive the educa-

tional preparation which will enable them to develop their unique abilities

and become contributing societal members.

5. In states which finance the major portion of local'education,

Administration and NEA and AFT affiliate officers should join forces to

present a united coalition during legisla;ive appropriation sessions and

vigorously support joint proposals to increase educational financial support

and improve the state's educational programs.

1
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APPENDIX

Samples of the data collection
instrument and statistical
analyses tables are attached.
Complete copies are available
from the authors upon request.



Part 1

With regard to school district decision-
Making, how important is it to have-specific,
written policies.:

Circle only one choice.

1. 'to determine teacher work load?

2.. To determine !qualifications for applicants for
instructional staff positions?

To deterMine qualifications for, applicants for
administrative staff positions (other than
that of superintendent)?

4. Ito determine practices of ptipil control?

To determine the school calendar?

6. To determine the duties of instructional staff
members?

7. To determine the basis and levels of the salary
schedule?

8. To deterMine curriculum content?

9. To determine district insurance programs for
teachers?

10. To determine orientation procedures for the
instructional staff?

11. To determine qualificationg for applicants for
the position of superintendent?

12. To determine in-service procedures?

13. To select, instructional materials?

14. To evaluate existing buildings and facilities
provided for instructional programs?



W
ith

 r
eg

ar
d 

to
 s

ch
g'

X
 d

is
tr

ic
t

po
lic

y 
fo

rm
ul

at
io

n 
an

d
de

ci
si

on
-m

ak
in

g,
 o

 w
ha

t d
eg

re
e 

sh
ou

ld
 te

ac
he

rs
 a

nd
/o

r
th

ei
r 

lo
ca

l a
ff

ill
:A

te
re

pr
es

en
ta

tiv
es

 b
e 

in
vo

lv
ed

:

- 
C

ir
cl

e 
on

ly
 o

ne
 c

ho
ic

e.

1.
In

 d
et

er
m

in
in

g 
te

ac
he

r 
w

or
k

lo
ad

?

2.
In

 d
et

er
m

in
in

g
qu

al
if

ic
at

io
ns

 f
or

 a
pp

lic
an

ts
fo

r 
in

st
ru

ct
io

na
l s

ta
ff

po
si

tio
ns

?
3.

'In
de

te
rm

in
in

g 
qu

al
if

ic
at

io
ns

 f
or

 a
pp

lic
an

ts
fo

r 
ad

m
in

is
tr

at
iv

e 
st

af
f

po
si

tio
ns

 (
ot

he
r

th
an

 th
at

 o
f 

su
pe

ri
nt

en
de

nt
)?

4.
 :I

n 
de

te
rm

in
in

g
pr

ac
tic

es
 o

f 
pu

pi
l c

on
tr

ol
?

5.
In

 d
et

er
m

in
in

g 
-t

he
 s

ch
oo

l c
al

en
da

r?

6.
In

 d
et

er
m

in
in

g 
th

e 
du

tie
s 

of
 in

st
ru

ct
io

na
l

st
af

f 
m

em
be

rs
?

7.
In

 d
et

er
m

in
in

g 
th

e 
ba

si
s 

an
d 

le
ve

ls
 o

t t
he

sa
la

ry
 s

ch
ed

ul
e?

1 1
2

3
4

12
34

1
2

3
4

1
2

3
4

1
2

3
4

1
2

3
4

W
ha

t m
et

ho
d 

's
ho

ul
d

te
ac

he
r

or
ga

ni
-

za
tio

ns
 e

m
pl

oy
 to

 o
bt

ai
n

th
is

 g
oa

l?
C

ir
cl

e 
on

ly
 o

ne
 c

ho
ic

e.

5
6

7
8.

5
6

7
8

5
6

7
8

6
7

8

5
6

7
8

5
6

7
8

5
6

7
8

9
10

9
10

9
10

9
10

9
10

9
10

9
10



T
A

B
L

E
 1

ST
A

T
IS

T
IC

A
L

 A
N

A
L

Y
SI

S
O

F 
T

H
E

SI
G

N
IF

IC
A

N
T

L
Y

D
IF

FE
R

E
N

T
 I

T
E

M
S

FO
R

 P
A

R
T

 1
 O

F
T

H
E

 Q
U

E
ST

IO
N

N
A

IR
E

W
ith

 r
eg

ar
d 

to
sc

ho
ol

 d
is

tr
ic

t d
ec

is
io

n-
m

ak
in

g,
ho

w
 im

po
rt

an
t i

s
it 

to
 h

av
e 

sp
ec

if
ic

,
w

ri
tte

n
.

po
lic

ie
s:

-

A
dm

in
is

tr
at

io
n

N
 =

 2
1

N
E

A
 O

ff
ic

er
s

N
 =

 3
6

-
A

N
O

V
F

M
ea

n
S.

 D
.

M
ea

n
S.

 D
.

1.
 T

o 
de

te
rm

in
e

te
ac

he
r 

w
or

k 
lo

ad
?

-
3.

00
00

0.
61

72
3.

69
44

0.
56

86
17

.9
1a

5.
 T

o 
de

te
rm

in
e

th
e 

sc
ho

ol
 c

al
en

da
r?

2.
09

52
0.

74
99

2.
80

56
p.

 9
95

0
7.

76
a

12
. T

o 
de

te
rm

in
e

in
-s

er
vi

ce
 p

ro
ce

du
re

s?
2.

. 4
75

2
0.

90
50

3.
11

11
0.

.8
42

5
-6

.8
7b

13
. T

o 
se

le
ct

in
st

ru
ct

io
na

l m
at

er
ia

ls
?

."
2.

52
38

1.
05

19
3.

44
44

0.
79

74
13

.4
0a

14
. T

o 
ev

al
ua

te
 e

xi
st

in
g

bu
ild

in
gs

 a
nd

fa
ai

lit
ie

s
pr

ov
id

ed
 f

or
in

st
ru

ct
io

na
l p

ro
gr

am
s?

2.
.8

19
0

0.
84

38
3.

25
00

-

0.
82

92
.

--

N
E

A
 O

ff
ic

er
s

A
FT

 O
ff

ic
er

s
"

-
A

dm
in

is
tr

at
io

n
A

FT
 O

ff
ic

er
s

N
 =

 3
6

N
 =

 3
3

A
N

O
V

N
 =

 2
1

N
.
=

 3
3

*

A
N

O
V

IT
E

M
F

F
M

ea
n

,
S.

 D
.

M
ea

n
S.

 D
.

-
M

ea
n

S.
 D

.
M

ea
n

S.
 D

.

1.
3.

69
44

0.
56

86
3.

75
76

.
0.

49
42

0.
23

3.
00

00
0.

61
72

3.
-7

57
6

0.
49

42
23

.8
5a

5.
"

2.
80

56
0.

99
50

3.
15

15
0.

95
73

2.
-1

0
2.

09
52

0.
74

99
3.

15
15

0.
95

73
17

.7
1a

12
.

3.
11

11
0.

84
25

3.
18

18
0.

86
88

.
0.

11
2.

47
52

0.
90

50
3.

18
18

0.
86

88
7.

88
a

13
.

,.
3.

44
44

0.
79

74
3.

24
24

0.
95

44
0.

89
2.

52
38

1.
05

19
3.

24
24

0.
95

44
6.

47
b

14
.

3.
25

00
0.

82
92

3.
39

39
0.

.6
93

7
0.

59
2.

61
90

0.
84

38
3.

39
39

0.
69

37
"

13
00

a

aS
ig

ni
fi

ca
nt

 d
if

fe
re

nc
e

at
 th

e 
. 0

1 
le

v0
..

bS
ig

ni
fi

ca
nt

 d
if

fe
re

nc
e

at
 th

e 
. 0

5
Im

a



(C
on

tin
ue

d}

W
ith

 r
eg

ar
d 

to
 s

ch
oo

l d
is

tr
ic

t
de

ci
si

on
-m

ak
in

g,
 to

 w
ha

t d
eg

re
e

or
 th

ei
r 

lo
ca

l a
ff

ili
at

e 
re

pr
es

en
ta

tiv
e&

po
lic

y 
fo

rr
en

th
rt

io
n

sh
ou

ld
 te

ac
he

rs
an

d"
'

A
dm

is
iS

tr
at

ia
n

IT
 =

 2
1.

N
E

&
O

dU
ce

rs
 '

N
 =

 3
6

PZ
t

2 
-

Pa
rt 3

be
 ii

nv
oi

ev
ec

t
M

ew
l

-

A
N

O
V

-
F

C
 o

f 
C

11
.

In
 d

et
er

m
in

in
g 

qu
al

if
ic

at
io

ns
 f

or
 a

pp
lic

an
ts

 f
or

.

th
e 

po
si

tio
n 

of
 s

U
pe

ri
nt

en
de

nt
?

1.
66

67
0.

94
28

2.
38

89
1.

06
14

6.
42

b
.3

3
.

1.
S.

 I
n 

de
te

rm
in

in
g 

si
ck

 1
 'e

av
e 

pr
ac

tic
es

?
3.

28
57

0.
69

9-
9

3.
77

78
0.

.4
15

7
10

.7
0a

.
56

-

16
_ 

lia
 d

et
er

in
in

in
g 

te
rm

s 
of

 c
on

tr
ac

ts
?

3.
09

52
'0

.8
10

9
. 3

.4
72

2
0.

83
29

2.
67

.
56

27
_ 

'In
 d

et
er

m
ih

in
g 

pa
rt

ic
ip

at
io

n 
in

 .p
ub

lic
 r

el
at

io
n

ac
tiv

iti
es

?
2.

76
19

oc
 w

or
t*

3.
:0

01
06

01
.7

45
4

1.
04

20
.

fr
u 

de
te

rm
i-

ni
ng

 th
e 

pr
oc

ed
ur

es
 f

or
 s

up
er

vi
si

on
.

'

at
 th

e 
in

st
ru

ct
io

na
l s

ta
ff

?
Z

. 8
57

1-
a;

 9
40

4.
i 1

.3
88

9.
0.

.7
91

5
5.

02
b

.6
4

*

23
. I

n 
de

te
rm

in
in

g-
th

e-
 p

ro
m

ot
io

n 
an

d 
re

te
nt

io
n?

 o
f

-
i

-

in
 s

tr
uc

tio
na

l p
er

so
nn

el
?

-
Z

. a
ss

.
M

..9
64

8:
3.

..2
2=

0.
. 8

53
5

: M
. 1

3
.

-
.

,

N
E

A
 O

ff
ic

er
s.

A
FT

 O
ff

ic
er

s.
A

dm
in

is
tr

at
io

zt
A

FT
' 0

 "
 e

rs
IT

E
M

N
 =

 3
6

llt
 =

- 
33

.
A

N
E

W
N

 =
 2

l
N

 -
=

-:
 3

3
A

N
O

V
C

. a
 C

M
ea

n
S.

 D
.

M
ea

n
S.

 D
i.

F
M

ea
n

S 
D

M
ea

n.
S.

 D
.

F
W

11
.

2.
38

89
1.

06
14

3.
12

12
1.

17
44

71
9a

1.
66

67
0.

-9
42

8
-

3.
12

12
1.

17
44

22
.0

0a
.3

3
15

.
1.

77
78

0.
41

57
a.

 6
36

4
.0

:6
42

8
I.

 1
.6

.
a.

..2
11

57
0-

. 6
99

9.
3.

63
64

0.
64

28
,c

 3
..4

3
.5

6
16

.
'

3.
47

22
0.

83
29

3.
04

85
0-

..4
90

8.
4.

92
13

'
3.

09
,5

2
0.

81
09

-
3-

.8
48

5
0;

 4
99

8 
17

.1
7a

: 5
6

17
.

3.
00

00
0.

74
54

3.
33

33
0.

58
17

3.
 6

.3
2.

76
19

0.
97

12
a.

33
33

0.
58

17
6.

20
b

.8
1d

20
.

3.
38

89
0.

79
15

3.
57

58
0.

65
28

1.
10

2.
85

71
0.

.9
40

4
3.

57
5&

0.
65

28
-1

0.
56

a
.6

4
23

.
3.

22
22

0.
85

35
3.

66
67

0,
68

17
5.

48
b

2.
42

85
0.

95
48

.
3.

66
67

0.
68

17
 2

9.
67

a
.

64

.
.

aS
ig

ni
fi

ca
nt

 d
if

fe
re

nc
e 

at
 th

e 
. 0

1 
le

ve
l.

bs
ig

ni
fi

ca
nt

 d
if

fe
re

nc
e 

at
 th

e
.
05

 le
ve

l.
cp

 =
.
05

dp
 =

 +
. 1

0



.4

"T
A

B
L

E
 3

ST
A

T
IS

T
IC

A
L

 A
N

A
L

Y
SI

S 
FO

R
 E

A
C

H
 G

R
O

U
P 

C
O

M
PA

R
IN

G
,.

B
Y

 I
T

E
M

, P
A

R
T

 1
 W

IT
H

 P
A

R
T

 2
 O

F 
T

H
E

 Q
U

E
ST

IO
N

N
A

IR
E

IT
E

M
A

dm
in

is
tr

at
io

n
Pa

rt
 1

Pa
rt

 2
M

ea
n 

I
S.

 D
.

M
ea

n
S.

 D
.

1.
T

ea
ch

er
 w

or
k 

lo
ad

.
2.

Q
ua

lif
ic

at
io

ns
 f

or
 a

pp
lic

an
ts

 f
or

 in
st

ru
ct

io
na

l
st

af
f 

po
si

tio
ns

.
3.

Q
ua

lif
ic

at
io

ns
 f

or
 a

pp
lic

an
ts

 f
or

 a
dm

in
is

tr
at

iv
e

st
af

f 
po

si
tio

ns
.

Pr
ac

tic
es

 o
f 

pu
pi

l c
on

tr
ol

.
5.

Sc
ho

ol
 c

al
en

da
r.

6.
D

ut
ie

s.
 o

f 
in

st
ru

ct
io

na
l s

ta
ff

 m
em

be
rs

.
7.

.
B

as
is

 a
nd

 le
ve

ls
 o

f 
th

e 
sa

la
ry

 s
ch

ed
ul

e.
..

3.
00

00

3.
66

67

3.
80

95
3.

47
62

2.
09

52
-3

.2
85

7
3.

57
14

0.
61

72

0.
34

38

3.
23

81

?.
 3

81
0

0.
49

94
1.

71
43

0.
66

33
3.

38
10

0.
74

99
3.

28
57

0.
76

49
3.

0.
95

2-
84

92
3.

66
61

0.
60

98

0.
05

00

0.
93

.3
1.

0.
73

54
0.

62
81

0.
74

99
0.

47
14

A
N

O
V

14
'

1.
51

25
.1

4a

73
.3

8a
0.

17
29

.6
2a

0.
19

IT
E

M
N

E
A

 A
ff

ili
at

e 
O

ff
ic

er
s

Pa
rt

 1
Pa

rt
 2

M
ea

n
S.

 D
.

M
ea

n
S.

 D
.

A
N

O
V

A
FT

 A
ff

ili
at

e 
O

ff
ic

er
s

Pa
rt

 1
Pa

rt
 2

M
ea

n
S.

 D
.

M
ea

n
S.

 D
.

11
O

m
m

om
m

at
al

i

A
N

O
V

4. 5. 6. 7.

3.
69

'1
4

3.
69

44
3.

52
78

3 
3 .3

1
1

2.
80

56
3.

66
67

3.
77

78

0.
56

86
3.

58
33

0.
56

86
2.

83
33

0.
73

33
2.

52
73

0.
94

73
3.

38
89

0.
99

50
3.

41
67

0.
62

36
3.

36
11

0.
58

2'
7

3.
83

3.
3

0.
59

51
1.

04
08

1.
01

34
0.

85
89

0.
79

49
0.

97
62

0.
37

27

0.
64

3.
75

76
0.

49
42

3.
90

91
0.

28
75

13
.4

5a
 3

.6
97

0
0.

57
66

3.
57

58
0.

69
76

21
74

a 
3.

81
82

0.
45

76
3.

39
39

0.
69

37
0.

02
3.

30
30

0.
86

99
3.

66
67

0.
53

18
8.

06
a 

3.
15

15
0.

95
73

3.
39

39
0.

85
06

2.
44

3.
69

70
0.

62
69

3.
66

67
0,

68
17

0.
23

3.
87

88
1

0.
32

64
3.

93
94

0.
23

86

2.
25

0.
57

8.
34

a
4.

07
b

1.
15

0.
03

0.
72

aS
ig

ni
fi

ca
nt

 d
if

fe
re

nc
e 

at
 th

e
01

 le
ve

l.
bS

ig
ni

fi
ca

nt
 d

if
fe

re
nc

e 
at

 th
e

05
 le

ve
l.


